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Although there is no accurate description of the origins of the design crit (also known as critique, 
jury, and review panel), its roots are commonly thought to date back to nineteenth-century 
architectural education at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts (Anthony 1991; Cossentino 2002), the 
first institution to teach architecture as an academic discipline. The crit-which at the Beaux-
Arts required a presentation of a student's designs by the student's studio master-refers to a 
public form of critique that evolved in the mid-twentieth century, which requires students to 
orally present their designs to their teachers (Anthony 1991). This oral presentation of design is 
now commonplace in the disciplines of architecture, landscape architecture, urban planning and 
interior design, as well as in other fields such as graphic and industrial design. 
The modern crit offers the opportunity for a critical verbal analysis of students' designs 
(normally buildings) and their processes of design, which may include the influence upon design 
development of site, cultural context, precedent and conceptual thinking. The verbal exchange 
can benefit the student designers, their peers and their teachers by revealing how the students' 
designs and design processes might be improved. The crit has three primary purposes: first, it 
allows teachers to attain a greater understanding of a student's design than would be possible 
without a verbal explanation; second, it provides a means of giving students feedback; and, 
third, it represents a space for the evaluation of design. In addition, as Anthony (1991) suggests, 
students perceive the crit as an opportunity to refine drawing and modelling techniques, and 
develop professional communication skills needed to negotiate with clients and respond to 
criticism. Blair ( 2006: 1) remarks that the 'crit is, within design education, the main formal point 
for formative assessment: What happens in the crit has a strong impact both on a student's 
progress in a design assignment and on overall course grades. Thus, it has long been accepted 
that the crit is a key component of all design degrees, and it is not surprising, as Ahrentzen and 
Anthony suggest (1993: 16), that for many students the crit 'is both the most feared and the 
most revered part of the academic term: 
The crit is a highly effective pedagogical tool that can enlighten design process by developing 
the students' ability to verbally and visually critique their own work (Dannels & Martin 2008; 
Webster 2006). Blair (2006: 83) summarises the crit as: 
an important opportunity for an assessment dialogue [ ... ] and for teachers to bring 
together and share, in a group environment, points of clarification or discussion, which 
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may arise as areas of concern, weakness or strength during the development of the 
studio project. 
Yet positive views of the crit contrast with descriptions of the process as humiliating, demoralising 
and educationally flawed (Ahrentzen & Anthony 1993; Anthony 1987: 7; Chadwick & Crotch 
2006: 145). These conflicting extremes prevail, as we shall see in our review of the literature, 
from Kathryn Anthony's (1991) seminal research, Design Juries on Trail, through to recent 
publications. 
In this chapter we consider the key challenges that face educators using the crit for assessment 
of students' design work. We argue that most of these challenges stem from the dual role that 
the crit plays, whereby the crit is simultaneously aimed at (a) evaluating student's design abilities 
(summative assessment) and (b) delivering feedback (formative assessment). This dual role of 
the crit means that the boundaries between formative and summative assessment in design 
education are often blurred. This lack of clarity, we argue, means that the crit as an assessment 
technique can often focus on product, when the aim of good design assessment should be to 
enhance engagement with and development of a critical understanding of the design process. 
The chapter is divided into two main sections: first, we consider the crit in practice through a 
discussion of four key issues that have been identified through a review of existing literature 
and the primary data collected for this project, and, second, we summarise the advantages and 
disadvantages of using crits for assessment, before asking how the crit may assist or encourage, 
discourage or inhibit, creativity. 
The crit panel in practice: four key challenges 
The crit can be considered the signature pedagogy of design education and is comparable to 
case-based dialogue in law and bedside teaching in medicine (Shulman 2005). It is a mechanism 
for assessment that blurs the boundaries between formative and summative assessment; it is 
at the same time method grading and certification-evaluation; assessment of learning-and 
an activity that aims to promote learning and gauge progress-assessment for learning (Black 
& Wiliam 2006; Ilgas 2009; Lorna 2003). The central importance of the crit to architectural 
education is reflected in the proliferation ofliterature in this area. In conjunction with a number 
of general studies that offer an overview of the crit (Anthony 1991; Cameron 2003; Doidge et 
al. 2000; Ilgaz 2009; Lymer 2010), the literature covers more specific issues, such as: gender and 
racial bias (Ahrentzen & Anthony 1993; Frederickson 1993; Willenbrock 1991); the learning 
value of the crit as formative assessment (Blair 2006); the relationship between formative and 
summative assessment (Jones 1996); assessment criteria (\=ikis & <;:il 2009; Thomson 2007); 
summative assessment and moderation (Clelford & Hopkins 2006; Webster 2007b); oral 
communication, language and feedback (Dannels 2005; Dannels & Martin 2008; Fleming 
1998; Frederickson 1990); alternative forms of crit (Hassanpour et aL 2010; McCarthy 2001; 
Webster 2007a; White 2000); digital representation and the process of review (Roberts 
2004); disciplinary acculturation via the crit (Webster 2005); the power differential between 
the student and the critic (Ilozor 2006; Webster 2006); and student engagement in the crit 
(O sborne & C rowther 2011). A review of th is body of work reveals that there are four key 
challenges associated with the crit, namely: 
1. clarifying the boundaries of assessment in the crit; 
2. recognising oral critique as a creative process; 
3. prejudice and impartiality; and, 
4. alternative assessment methods to the crit that are student-rather than teacher- centred. 
Analysis of the primary data collected for this project confirms these four items as the key 
issues facing design academics and students in relation to the use of the crit for the purpose 
of assessing design. In what follows, we will consider each of the issues. The discussion begins 
with the problem of unclear boundaries through an exploration of what has been identi fi ed as 
being at the root of most of the difficulties that both students and teachers have with the crit 
(Jones 1996), namely the dual role of the crit as both a mechanism fo r feedback delivery and 
for evaluation. 
Struct ure and purpose: the delineation of evaluation and feedback and t he blurring of 
formative and summative assessment 
W e have quite strict guidelines for our panel members in the senior years [ ... Assessors J 
are, for example, not allowed to teach in an examination. They're not allowed , in other 
words, to say 'why didn't you make this red and you could've done this in a different 
material:" They have to take the responses from the individual candidate on face 
value. They can ask the questions and then afterwards [.,. ) they will write feedback 
down where they might have said, 'oh, you should have made it red and in a different 
material [ . .. ] we really cut down the idea of grandstanding as I call it, or somebody 
deciding to teach, because it's of no value to the student while they're being tested, 
really, like a written examination in a way (110). 
Anthony (1991 ) has shown that there have been conflicting ideas about the aims and objectives 
of design crits. Put simply, students see the crit as an opportunity to receive feedback, while 
teachers, as reflected in the quote above, have often seen the crit as a way of evaluating students' 
performance. This is problematic because, as Ilgaz (2009: 29) contends,'since the student's major 
prospect is learning, then the major goal of jurors should have been to teach'. The d ifference 
between the notions of evaluation-defi ned as a process of appraisal-and assessment-
defined as the process of teaching through appraisal- has been at the heart of much of the 
debate concerning the role of the crit in design education. 
C::ikis and C::ila (2009: 2105) argue that crits are 'well organized mediums to carry out both 




of the modern crit contrasts to its origins at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts where there was a rigid 
distinction between th e tutorial, in which design was taught, and the j ury, by which design was 
evaluated . At the Beaux-Arts, th e jury would make a collective evaluation of a student's work 
based on a presentation by the studio master (not by the students themselves). This system of 
evaluation by proxy was adopted in all schools of architecture and maintained its dominance 
until the post-war period when the crit moved from being, in principal, a method for evaluation 
to an interrogative forum involving both teachers and students (Anthony 1991). The move 
initiated a change in the crit panel from being a mechanism for evaluation to a means for both 
formative feedback and summative evaluation. 
Using the crit to simultaneously deliver feedback and to evaluate student work has come to be 
seen to compromise both these aims; on the one hand, the fo rmative educational role of the crit 
is compromised by the parallel act of evaluation and, on the other, assessment is compromised 
by the parallel act of providing feedback. Contemporary discussion suggests that there has been 
a shift from the original emphasis on evaluation to an increased validation of the formative 
potential of a crit and, whereas the original purpose of the crit was to provide evaluation of 
students work, this very component is increasingly criticised. A number of authors argue that 
evaluation should not occur during a crit but rather when the design jury is over or after the 
jury has been able to review all of the proj ects (e.g. Graham 2003; Jones 1996).Jones (1996), for 
example, suggests th at the evaluative component denies students the opportunity to learn from 
the problems they encounter as they will try to hide these problems fo r crit p resentation (with 
the aim of achieving a good mark) , rather than discussing them openly with their teachers. 
Thus, she contends, if the crit can be 'removed from the system of summative assessment, it 
might take on a more educative role, related more in nature to a public tutorial in which the 
student is given advice on how to proceed' (Jones 1996: 139-40) . She argues that: 
the difficulties that students and staff have had with crits over the years, represented 
in research and opinion alike, point to a major cause being the confusion regarding 
the distinction between summative and formative assessment [ ... ] A successful 
replacement for the crit system needs to address this distinction by reconsidering the 
purposes of the crit and its relationship to assessment and educat ional goals (Jones 
1996: 140). 
During the 1980s, a third type of design assessment that attempted to clarify the role of the crit 
by removing the function of evaluation was developed (Jones 1996). This form of cri t is only 
used to deliver feedback and is normally used in 'interim'; th at is, it is used partway through a 
project to allow students to respond to feedback. Restricting the crit to the delivery of feedback 
requires an alternative form of summative evaluation, such as the assessment of portfolios, at 
the end of the academic year. W ith th e purely formative crit, students are commonly given crit-
sh eets that provide comments and an indication of performance in a number of assessment 
criteria. 
Timing, people and items: oral assessment as a creative process 
Some people are better at presentations and speaking about it and discussing it; and 
some crits can really be a discussion, or some can really be about you just talking and 
everyone listening (FG4 ). 
I'm much more interested in their explanation than their drawings. So I often find the 
drawings[ ... ] as mute, so dumb[ ... ] they don't say anything. Or, if they do, they're 
like, it's like a ventriloquist, they're saying things, but they are saying things to the 
student'cause they know it's already there (112). 
The crit normally takes place in every design studio at least once or twice per semester. It may 
be summative (occurring at the end of a design project) or formative (as an interim crit part-
way through a design project). The traditional model of the crit is that of a formal presentation 
of a project by the student (or a group of students) to a panel of specialist assessors. The 
panel is typically made up of instructors, professional architects and external critics, and the 
students' peers are often encouraged to participate. Clients, users, engineers, planners or other 
built environment professionals are rarely invited, even though design evaluation with these 
collaborators, in particular with clients, is important in professional practice (Cuff 1991). The 
panel is often referred to as the jury, a term that burdens the review process with connotations 
of a trial. This paradigm is further reinforced by the tendency to arrange furniture and 
participants in a hierarchical manner, subsequently placing students in front of their work, 
facing the panel. The work is presented in the form of models, drawings (which can include 
computer animations), portfolios and reflective journals, as well as via oral description. Whilst 
most design teachers would see verbal communication as secondary to graphic communication 
or, in Fleming's (1998: 45) words, as'a distraction from their real work', oral descriptions play a 
prominent role in elucidating design in education. As Webster (2005: 277) contends: 
language is used by students as a rhetorical tool, alongside their drawings, for 
convincing the audience of the merit of their ideas, and also as the means by which 
students can learn to bring intellectual ideation and the objectification of those ideas 
(drawings) closer together. 
The importance of oral communication in the crit is reflected by the high number of studies that 
have considered the ways in which participation in crits relates to a command of architectural 
language (e.g. Dannels 2005; Dannels & Martin 2008; Fleming 1998; Frederickson 1990; 
Oak 2000). In the following passages we shall briefly consider some of these studies and their 
implications for assessing design. 
In an examination of oral assessment from student perspectives,Joughin (1998) has found three 
reasons why students value oral forms of assessment: Erst, the stringency of oral examination 
encourages students to work harder and leads to deeper learning that has personal relevance; 
second, the students gain a better understanding of the instructors' intentions through the 
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process of dialogue and student-examiner interaction, which facilitates in-depth evaluation and 
feedback; and, third, oral assessment improves presentation skills, subsequently developing the 
student's ability to promote and defend their design-a skill which is, as was identified by one 
of the student participants of the current study, important for their future work (FG8).Joughin 
(1998) claims that the oral examination provides a sense of'authenticity' by preparing students 
for professional practice, although this view has been challenged by a number of authors.Jones 
(1996: 138), for example, argues that viewing the crit as an evaluation of the professional skill 
of being able to convince people of a point of view 'sustains the myth' that the crit mirrors 
'real life' architectural practice. Indeed, it can be argued that a student presenting to a panel of 
architects and educators is using a skill different from communicating ideas to a client group. 
Dunster ( 1966: 1365) sees this 'play-acting' as 'crude wish-fulfilment; suggesting that the crit can 
only be an authentic test of professional presentation skills if other stakeholders in the design 
process are involved, such as, for example, clients. Thus, when students present in design crits, 
they learn to communicate in the language of the design cognisant; a skill architects only use 
when they present to their colleagues or to a jury for architecture awards. The skill of speaking 
architecturally is, however, a skill that has value beyond presentations because, as we will explore 
next, learning how to speak and think architecturally is intrinsic to learning how to design. 
Dannels and Martin contend in the 2008 article Critiquing critiques that a number of scholars 
have explored the role of oral communication in the crit. Topics that have been examined include: 
the structure of critique (Ostermann 1998); oral skills that are relevant to success (Dannels 
2005; Swales et al. 2001); the use of language in critique (Fleming 1998; Oak 2000); and, 
the importance of listening skills (Frederickson 1990). Whereas some of these studies focus 
on the linguistic skills of the students (e.g. Swales et al. 2001 ), others focus on the question 
of language in professional acculturation and on how the language of the crit shapes students' 
understanding of what to expect of design and what is required of them in their future careers 
(Dannels 2005; Oak 2000). Regardless of their focus, all these studies support the notion that 
language plays an important role in the crit. Furthermore, some argue the use of language in 
the crit may be seen as a form of designing itself (Fleming 1998; Schon 1983). Fleming, for 
example, suggests that the language is a manifestation of a design and it 
can do more than simply index pre-existing visual objects. It can establish, formulate, 
perpetuate, and modify those objects so that they have a solidity that lasts beyond 
any particular speech event [ ... J Language now takes on an explicit designing function, 
helping to actively constitute the work (Fleming 1998: 49). 
Fleming claims that design interrogation in the crit plays a central role in the design process, 
proposing that the 'constitution' of the design is only achieved when the teacher interrogates 
it to verbally 'test if he understands what the designers are talking about' (Fleming 1998: 58). 
Similarly, one of the academics who participated in the current study contended that: 
the panel is not just there to assess their work, the work [ ... ] has a life of its own and 
the evidence of the life of its own is when you get a vigorous debate occurring within 
a panel (18). 
Veca (1991) has explained that this process of design negotiation is necessary when the solution 
to a complex problem is being assessed. Veca terms such a task as a 'wicked problem', where the 
many variables and components require collaborative evaluation to ensure that the evaluation is 
rational and robust. In a similar argument, Lymer (2010) concludes that the process of critique 
is fundamental to the practice of design in architecture, suggesting that, although the crit is 
primarily a form of assessment, 
the practical reasoning exhibited in critical assessment lies at the very core of skilled 
design work. Phrased otherwise, critique is not only an educational practice, bur also, 
and centrally, an architectural one (Lymer 2010: 82). 
Here, Lymer makes a necessary distinction between critique as a practice and the crit as a form 
of critique. What is clear is that the crit is not just a forum for evaluation and feedback bur also 
a creative process in itself; that is, the verbal exchange between teacher and student during a crit 
that tests and advances a design is in itself a creative process. Moreover, as one of our student 
participants alludes to in the citation below, it can be argued that it is through this process of 
collaborative design that the teacher gains the clearest understanding of the students' work, 
subsequently providing the basis for an informed evaluation of a student's design abilities: 
[b Jut there is something very different about being there, in person to talk about your 
work [ ... ] you can tell so much about how much someone actually understands of 
their project [ ... J just by the way they're talking about it, because [ ... ] it's just so clear 
if somebody doesn't actually understand what they've achieved [ ... J and I think that 
that is obviously a difficult thing to mark in a creative subject (FG5) 
When a student in a crit has difficulty with language then they will have difficulty with 
understanding what is expected of them, with understanding how to improve, with collaborative 
problem solving, and with demonstrating their own mastery of design. In other words, students 
with a poor command of language may have difficulties providing evidence of how they are 
capable of 'thinking architecturally' (Webster 2005: 278), and, as a result, they decrease the 
likelihood of a good review. As one student participant expressed: 
I think the people who do worst at presentations are the ones that don't [ ... ] like to 
talk to the crit panel, because otherwise the crit panel is just kind of like barking at 
you, and you're just standing there not saying anything (FG5). 
Taking this argument even further, Webster (2005) contends that if students cannot 
master the verbal language of architecture used by their teachers then they cannot progress 
through architectural education. It appears clear that difficulties with verbally expressing 




reviewers' perceptions of a student's design ability and, thus, on the evaluation of a student's 
work. Furthermore, there is often a direct relationship between assessment and the command 
of design language in crits, when marking criteria explicitly evaluate the oral component of 
presentation. As we shall discuss in the next section, when oral communication is central to 
the process of design evaluation, other factors can influence assessment that are unrelated to a 
student's design abilities. 
People: prejudice in the assessment of creativity 
Jones (1996) suggests that the loss of distinction between the formative and summative 
elements of the crit is compounded by lack of anonymity. While anonymity is increasingly a 
key component of summative assessment in other disciplines (including in many of the subjects 
that students are studying in parallel to design), blind marking is difficult in design because the 
student can easily be identified as the designer, even if she or he is not presenting her or his work 
in person. In other words, assessment in design can never be anonymous due to the direct link 
from summative assessments back to the tutorial. The possible influence of assessor prejudices 
due to lack of anonymity led Lowe (1970) to conclude that the assessment of design is subject 
to influences that have nothing to do with the 'true' qualities of the design under study, and that, 
as a result, crits in particular are an unreliable method of assessing design capability. 
The lack of anonymity suggests that, when a student is presenting in person, prejudice based on 
factors such as race, gender, age, disability and demographic origin may influence perception and 
assessment. Assessors may not be conscious of their prejudices; their bias may be habitual and, 
thus, have significant hidden influence. Indeed, Frederickson (1993) has, as part of a study of 
design schools in the US, found evidence of prejudicial behaviour among and between assessors 
and students based on both gender and race. In relation to racial prejudices, he observes that 
'African American students experience more interruptions to their verbal presentations and 
more overall interruptions during their juries than the average for all other students' and 'they 
receive less than average amounts of verbal participation time in their juries' (Frederickson 1993: 
42). He identifies a similar pattern in relation to female students compared to their male peers, 
reflecting 'a patronizing stance toward female students by the males who dominate the juries' 
(Frederickson 1993: 41). The issue of gendered prejudice is also evident in relation to the panel 
members themselves, and Frederickson (1993: 40) claims that: 'female jurors receive less than 
their fair share of total juror commentary and speak for a shorter duration than male jurors'. 
Frederickson's findings are supported by studies by Ahrentzen and Anthony (1993) and 
Willenbrock (1991). These studies suggest that, because assessors are mostly male-reflecting 
a gender imbalance in the architectural profession as a whole-the crit may serve to perpetuate 
the patriarchal structure of the profession. This gender hierarchy merely reinforces the power 
dynamics in the studio, where the academic, who is more often than not male, takes the role of 
master to the student's apprentice. It has been observed that women are often significantly more 
dissatisfied with design juries than men (Anthony 1991), and, whilst male students perceive 
the jury as just one more battle to be won, female students can perceive the antagonistic nature 
of the crit as a threat to their self-esteem. Indeed, several studies on intergroup discrimination 
in small teams who are focused on creative problem-solving reinforce the reality of female 
subjugation in these settings (Gordon 1961; Prince 1972). 
Frederickson (1993: 38) argues that prejudice may discourage 'many of our most intelligent 
female and minority students from continuing on in school and the profession' and prior 
experience of prejudice in crits can cause students to raise defences in successive crits, 
subsequently potentially reducing learning due to a lack of openness. Thus, reducing bias 
and prejudice is important and should be the aim of all teachers and assessors. University 
assessment policies negate the possible effect of any form of prejudice on assessment by 
removing identifying information from assignments where oral presentation is not required. 
However, when graphic information is orally explained to crit panels, assignments obviously 
cannot be de-identified (and, as a consequence, universities by necessity make an exception 
to the rule in these circumstances). Moreover, as Jones (1996: 137) points out, 'any previous 
impressions of the student that the tutor has collected, impressions gleaned in crits, tutorials 
and casual conversations, may influence the mark the student is given: This can be a problem for 
students, as they are aware of the direct links between the conversations they have with their 
teachers in tutorials and the summative assessment made by those same teachers, either at the 
end of the project or at the end of the unit. 
In the architecture disciplines, where the crit has such a central role, unprejudiced assessment of 
design relies heavily on the integrity of teachers. Anonymity may be achieved by using teachers 
who do not know the students for assessment. There are, however, two interrelated problems 
with this method. First, it can be argued that it is necessary to assess the designer as well as the 
design; that is, a student's abilities can only be robustly evaluated by testing their designs and 
design processes via interrogative discussion. Second, the presence of the students' teacher is 
important as it is the teacher who knows most about the students' work and the design processes 
that underpin their final design. As one of the academic participants of this study explained: 
external people see the final product but the teacher has tracked the students learning 
process on a weekly basis, Especially because there's a product each week, they can see 
how that has evolved, and also they can see the students' engagement, and because they 
knowtheirstudents,theygettoknowthemquitewell,theycanseehowmuchthatstudent 
has come from the beginning. So that's why the specific teachers' assessment is very 
important (125). 
It might be argued that if we are to rely on the integrity of teachers for unprejudiced evaluation 
in the crit, then design assessors could benefit from training in self-awareness around issues of 
implicit prejudice. Frederickson (1990) suggests that communication problems related to bias 
against minorities in crits can be alleviated by adhering to 
F 
F 
just a few very basic concepts, with which we are all familiar: respect for others, the 
ability to listen to and understand the attitudes and feelings of others, and sensitive 
and effective leadership skills (Frederickson 1990: 26). 
He recommends that 'schoolwide leadership should examine these imbalances and develop 
means of encouraging the participation of minority faculty, jurors and students in our schools 
and our profession' (Frederickson 1993: 43). 
As Lowe (1970) has discussed, it is difficult to isolate prejudices against persons from prejudices 
against ways of representing (self and work). The implied, but often unstated, importance of 
language as a means of constituting the work would seem to reinforce this, suggesting that white, 
middle-class, male students are perhaps more likely to speak in a way that appeals to crit panels 
normally constituted of white, middle-class males. Stevens ( 1998) refers to such prejudice as 
'favouring the favoured: We suggest that crit panels are less likely to be prejudiced if they can 
operate, firstly, in a less socially skewed manner through being populated with a wider variety of 
people and, secondly, under assessment models that may divorce, or at least distance, evaluation 
from the crit. A greater challenge for design assessment may be the need to also acknowledge 
that the design process of verbal exchange in the crit may offer teachers the best medium for 
assessing a student's design abilities. 
People: student engagement and alternative assessment methods 
I don't see any point really in having a panel and a crit in Week 14 [the last week], 
because what it says is 'we don't think very much of this, we don't have time to tell you 
why, goodbye the semester's over; simply no educational value [ ... ] I think they should 
come in two-thirds of the way through, to offer quality [ ... J so that the students have 
got a few more weeks to say'right, now I can take on board this set of comments, and 
I can proceed, my process will go on, and I'll get better at it' (112). 
[ ... J a misplaced formal jury can really stifle creativity [ ... J it can paralyse every-
one (113) 
[ ... J a regular complaint is, when you're at the end of a semester and you get some fantastic 
critic who has wonderful comments that they make in relation to a project [ ... ] 'oh 
well, it would've been really great to know that halfway through the semester, not 
right towards the end' (19). 
Kurt (2009) claims that assessment that focuses on the end product, such as the end-of-project 
review, makes the assessment process unimportant for students. This argument is reflected in 
the citations above, which suggest that a positive crit will form part of the design process and 
influence the design. Students' experiences of a crit depend on how actively involved they are in 
the process and engagement and discussion with the jury can maintain interest and motivation 
(Anthony 1991). Limited engagement between the jury and the student makes the crit teacher-
centred rather than student-centred, meaning that, although teaching is occurring, there may be 
little learning. Engagement is increased when crit panels are held during a project, rather than 
at its culmination, as this will enable the student to directly act on feedback to inform design 
iteration. Moreover, crits that allow students to subsequently modify their designs will be, as 
argued by Morrow, Parnell and Torrington (2004: 96), 'less of a judgement by peers and tutors 
on a finished piece of work and more a discussion between student and others on how the work 
could be improved'. This is particularly relevant for end of course assessments where students do 
not have an opportunity to respond to end of project feedback; for earlier years, an end-of-year 
crit may still be partially formative, though it will depend on the students willingness to bring 
the lessons of the crit with them into their later studies. 
Different strategies that can increase the student-centeredness of a crit and, subsequently, 
reduce homogeneous power of the crit panel, exist. Ehmann (2005), for example, argues that by 
acknowledging the product/ process duality, more student-centred learning will occur, suggesting 
that there is a direct relationship between assessing process over product with increased student 
participation in the studio and in reviews. Commenting on existing research by authors such as 
Anthony (1991), Cuff (1991) and Doidge (2000), Webster (2007a: 295) claims that the power 
of the architectural critics may be reduced by involving more stakeholders, by re-presenting the 
jury as an exhibition, and by including students more directly in reviewing each other's work. 
Similarly, c;:ikis and c;:ila (2009) contend that students' engagement may be increased through 
peer review. They argue that, by openly discussing how design work is assessed, it is possible 
to have students participate very deeply in constructing a space of shared understanding 
through techniques of self- and peer-assessment that partner and even inform the 
assessment made by tutors (c;:ikis & c;:ila 2009: 2107). 
Tucker, Fermelis and Palmer (2009) have also investigated peer-assessment in the context of 
studio teaching and recommend self- and peer-assessment as a method of individualising marks 
in team design assignments. Chris, Price and O'Donovan (2003) argue for a more explicit 
interaction, advising that the socialising processes of tacit learning should incorporate the 
discussion of assessment criteria, suggesting that 'inviting students into this shared experience 
should also enable more effective knowledge transfer of assessment processes and standards 
to them' (Chris, Price & O'Donovan 2003: 152). It can be argued that peer review and more 
student-centred forms of the crit are particularly useful in the first and second years of programs, 
when students may be more anxious about presenting because they are not used to the process, 
compared to more senior students who are indoctrinated in critique. One of the academics who 
participated in this study expressed this point, explaining that she does not: 
assess the crits in First Year, because they [the students] just can't focus, and it makes 
them too nervous as well. So there'll be a peer review, and a peer review sheet that 
I use so that a friend can take notes, because the students presenting can't talk, and 
they'll often present in groups, like two or three people. It gives them more confidence 
to stand up (120). Fl 
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Webster (2007b) has suggested a number of alternatives to the traditional formative and
summative crit panel that support student learning by making the crit lessteacher-centred. To
these suggestions, we have added a number of strategies advocated by Utaberta al. (2010),
McCarthy (2001) and White (2000):
• end of project exhibitions that disseminate the work to a variety of audiences;
• special tutorial days,where other stakeholders in design outcomes-such asclients,
technical experts, practitioners, clients, etc.-are invited to give individual or small group
tutorials;
• interim peer reviews in small groups using explicit assessmentcriteria;
• self-evaluation exercisesrequiring students to assesstheir own work against explicit
assessmentcriteria and levels of achievement before submitting their design portfolio for
assessment;
• post-portfoli o assessmenttutorials where tutors give verbal feedbackon individual student
performance;
• group critique-where the feedback is given to groups of students rather than to
individuals;
• written critique-where feedback provided by peersor teachersis written rather than
verbal;
• seminars-taking place around a table in a non-hierarchical situation that can lead to
greater student participation;
• panel discussions-where ajury discussesprojects selectedrandomly or intentionally by
the teacherswithout knowing which student the work belongs to;
• peer critique-run by a group of students who review eachother's work with the tutor
acting merely asa facilitator. In such crits students can peer evaluate eachother's work
according to explicit assessmentcriteria;
• performance review crit (one-on-one interaction, and marking ) where staff mark each
student's work individually in front of the student;
• open marking session (fly-on-the-wall marking) where students place their unnamed work
on a long table and then teachersorganise the work in rough grade order. Teachers discuss
why work is awarded a specific mark and debate disagreement loudly enough for students
to hear.At about halfway there is a break for students to ask questions or make comments;
• the speedcrit (short student presentations, coupled with repetition to enablestudents to
trial, and refine presentations) where students are paired on either side of a long table and
have 30 secondseach to explain and get feedback on their project. After eachstudent has
presented their project they move seats into a new pairing and repeat. Teaching staff are not 
involved in the discussions; and, 
• summative portfolio review, in which student design portfolios, containing comprehensive 
evidence of the student learning, are assessed by teams of design tutors. 
Why crit panel? 
Advantages and disadvantages of using the crit as a mechanism for assessment 
I think what really triggers me to be more creative is seeing what other people produce, 
and seeing what you could've done differently [ ... ] you see what everyone else has 
done, you get the feedback on what they've done, what was good about theirs, what 
was bad about theirs, and you really learn from all your peers (FG4). 
Ilgaz (2009: 77-8) has summarised the advantages of using the design crits as an assessment 
mechanism as follows: 
• crits allow students to become aware of the strengths and weaknesses of a diversity of 
design solutions, meaning they learn from each other and can bench mark their work; 
• the feedback process is interact ive and collaborative, allowing students to ask questions for 
clarification and defend their ideas. Moreover, collaborative testing and interrogation of 
design will positively in fluence the assessment p rocess; 
• crits allow contributions from visiting specialists, giving students wide-ranging feedback 
through thei r own and their peers' sessions; and , 
• a student's preparation for professional life is benefitted as they learn to improve a 
combination of graphic skills with oral presentation skills. 
Despite these advantages, there are numerous and well-documented challenges associated 
with crits. In Table 8 .1 we list these challenges, which are drawn from the literature previously 
summarised, as well as from the work of W ilkin (as summarised by C,: ikis & C,:ila 2009: 2104 
and Utaberta, H assanpour & Usman 2010). 
Assessing creativity: how the crit encourages or inhibits creativit y 
Cuff (1991: 126 ) remarks that 'from the students' perspective the crit is probably the most 
gruelling and potentially humiliating experience of their education'. Similarly, Anthony ( 1991) 
contends that a climate of fear, defensiveness, anxiety, and stress is often associated with critique 
feedback, and suggests that some students can come away from the crit feeling 'dist raught, 
humiliated and angry at their own performance and loss of control at the jury' (Anthony 1991: 
4 ). These observations have led to a questioning of the continued use of the architectural 
review by a number of authors. Webster (2005: 265), fo r example, contends that crits may be 
'experienced by the students as a frightening event' in which staff use 'their power to coerce 
students in to reproducing staff-centred constructions of architectural IJ,1bitus'. R 








and receipt of 
feedback 
Issue at stake 
Teachers see the crit as a way of evaluating 
students' performance, while students see 
it as an opportunity to receive feedback. 
Lack of distinction between the formative 
and summative elements of t he crit. 
Assessment in design can never be 
anonymous due to the direct link from 
summative assessments in crits 
[evaluation] back to the tutorial. 
The panel is less able to focus upon a discourse of 
feedback 1f evaluation 1s happening simultaneously. 
Design assessment cannot be prescript ive 
because there is no one right answer 
to a given design problem. 
As class sizes grow, work is assessed using 
multiple para llel crits, each with multiple markers, 
happening synchronously to cope with high 
numbers of students in restricted time periods. 
Blind moderation by multiple markers is 
problematic as it can lead to convergence, and 
sample moderation can rely on the questionable 
assumption that a sample can be 'taken as 
indicative of the whole' [Partington 1994: 58]. 
Cultural traditions of how the review is 
r un impose constraints on learning. 
Poor learning due to the emotional 
impact of crits on students. 
Use of difficult language that 
students do not understand. 
Students with language difficulties may struggle 
with: understanding what is expect ed of t hem; 
understanding how to improve; collaborative 
problem solving; and, demonstrating that they 
ar e capable of 'thinking architecturally' 
Teachers may be reluctant to interfere 
with the creative process and t hus may 
not give constructive feedback. 
Students sometimes have difficulties reconciling 
the crit with their marks; they may fee l that 
the feedback r eceived does not correspond 
with the grade. This is most common amongst 
students who receive poor marks. It may be 
a reflection of panel members being over-
sensitive to a student's feelings and a fear of 
the feedback being demoralising and having 
long-term impact on the student's confidence. 
Critique may be critical and non-constructive. 
Implications for design education 
Students are denied the opport unity to learn 
from the problems they encounter by concealing 
these problems for crit presentation rather 
than discussing them openly with teachers. The 
crit can therefore often fail to teach. Removing 
evaluation from the crit means the 1ury is more 
able to teach students how to be critical, to 
question existing conventions, to experiment, 
and to creatively explore their design ideas. 
Varying levels of professional knowl edge, 
experience and values utilised to make 'expert' 
judgements may lead to staff assessing different 
qualities in student work (Read, Francis & 
Robson 2005; Smith & Coombe 2006]. Although 
teachers give opinions based on experience and 
tacit knowledge, these opinions are subjective. 
The crit is not just a forum for evaluation and 
feedback, but the verbal exchange between 
teacher and student that tests and advances 
a design is in itself a creative process. Through 
this process of collaborative designing teachers 
gain the clearest understanding of the artefacts 
and the des ign pr ocess, and may, subsequently, 
make the most informed evaluation of the 
student's design abilities. Difficulties students 
have verbally expressing design can impact 
on reviewers' perceptions of design ability and 
thus on the evaluation of a student's work. 






Issue at stake 
Due to lack of anonymity, assessment via 
crit may be subject to implicit perceptions 
based on factors such as race, gender, age, 
disability, and socio-economic origin, which 
may have a negative impact how the reviewer 
perceives a student and their work. 
Review panels are often mostly male, meaning the 
crit can perpetuate the patriarcha I structure of 
the profession. This may potentially disadvantage 
women, who are reported to be significantly more 
dissatisfied with design juries [Anthony 1991 ). 
Large student groups prevent accessibility 
of the discussion material. 
Extended review hours create weariness from 
mental exertion. Large groups enlarge waiting 
time. As a result, students feel that they have 
had insufficient tutorial time or tutor interest. 
The crit process is often teacher-centred 
and there may be limited participation 
and collaboration between students. 
The assessment focuses on t he end product 
and thus makes design process unimportant. 
Implications for design education 
In architecture, where the crit has such a central 
role, unprejudiced assessment of design relies 
entirely on the integrity of teachers. Previous 
impressions of the student t hat the tutors 
have collected, may influence the mark the 
student is given [Jones 1996). This can be a 
problem for students, who are aware of the 
direct links between conversations they have 
with their teachers in tutorials and summative 
assessment made by those same teachers. 
If there is little engagement between t he jury and 
the student then the crit is teacher-centred rather 
than student-centred, meaning that, although 
teach ing is occurring, there may be little learning. 
In the closing passages of this chapter we will discuss two key effects of the crit identified as 
negatively impacting upon the students' learning experience and their creativity. These are, 
firstly, power asymmetry and student anxiety, and, second, lack of student comprehension of 
feedback. Although we shall discuss these two problems independently, their effects are clearly 
interrelated. Moreover, we will illustrate how, while these issues can have a direct impact 
on the creative design process, they can be overcome to arrive at assessment models that 
encourage creativity. 
Creativity inhibited by student anxiety and power asymmetry in the crit 
Sometimes people just sit there, and don't really say much at all, just like they're there 
to intimidate you (FG2). 
I think we build up this fear thing in (the students J, through the crits [ ... J So I tend to 
break down that'you're on, you're beingjudged, you're on d isplay, this audience is here 
to criticise and condemn you; because they think that's going to happen, and some 
of them will not come, they'll not turn up to them, some of them will get vomiting, 
fainting through fear (120). 
A number of issues have been identified as contributing to the anxiety experienced by students 
during crits. It has, for example, been argued that anxiety and stress is exacerbated because of Fl 
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the changed power position of teacher and students, something that also affects how feedback is 
received by students and how much they engage in discussion (e.g. Devas 2004; Sara & Parnell 
2004; Webster 2006). Osborne and Crowther (2011) suggest that the changed relationship 
between instructor and student is disconcerting at the very time when the student is feeling 
most vulnerable. They argue that the shift in the teacher's role coincides with a move from the 
constructive environment and team-like relationship of the tutorials to a strongly segregated 
relationship of authority and judgement in the crit. This may lead to a 'maldistribution of power 
between student and professor' (Dutton 1987: 19), and the segregation may be reinforced by 
the choreography and spatial planning in crits, which heightens the sense of students being on 
trial. In many ways, the spatial arrangements for the crit imitates 
a court house with judges, jurors, the public, and the accused; a situation in which the 
student feels the need to defend their design in what is a traumatic and intimidating 
experience (Osborne & Crowther 2011: 4). 
Webster ( 2007 a) has explored in detail the mechanisms of power and domination. She identifies 
three structural features of the crit that underline the coercive aspects of jury feedback: first, 
there is, as mentioned above, a 'staging of power' in the spatial arrangement of furniture and 
participants; second, the choreography of the sessions, in which students speak first followed 
by critics' responses and/ or summary of the interaction, ascribe 'the power of 'judgment" to 
the critics' (Webster 2007a: 23); and, third, the language used is implicated as a coercion of 
the initiated by which the symbolic power of the critics is 'signalled by their ability to "talk the 
talk" and their right to define the words that can be used to describe and define architecture' 
(Webster 2007a: 23). In a previous publication she sums up her argument as follows (Webster 
2006: 295): 
the jury system should be understood as a rich and complex ritual that is neither 
essentially 'bad' -constraining the subjectivities of the students by placing limits 
on oppositional discourse, reflective dialogue and critique-nor essentially 'good' -
enabling students to individually and collectively critically reflect on the way reality is 
perceived and understood. Rather, the jury system is a ritual that can be used to elicit 
conformity or to promote freedom. 
It is clear that student anxiety and power asymmetry inhibit the free exchange of design thinking 
between teacher and student; an interaction that has been identified as an important mechanism 
for learning and engaging in creative design (e.g. Danvers 2003). Thus, in the terms of Webster 
(2006), the crit teaching environment elicits conformity (and thereby inhibits creativity) rather 
than promotes freedom (and thereby encourages creativity). Indeed, Danvers (2003) points 
out that creativity flourishes in an environment where the individual feels psychologically and 
physically safe; that is, in an atmosphere of trust. In order to create such a safe environment, 
Osborne and Crowther (2011: 7) suggest that: 
feelings of frustration, intimidation and being overwhelmed, the most frequently 
mentioned negative emotions, need to be minimised, while feelings of enjoyment, 
support and satisfaction, the most frequently mentioned positive emotions, need to be 
reinforced. 
Similarly, Ilozor (2006: 59) asserts the need to shift the power balance in the crit in support of 
creativity: 
jury process should be further democratized, whereby the jurors are not placed in 
positions of absolute dictatorial powers, while the students remain as powerless 
subjects [ ... ] In an environment where instructors and jurors take monarch-subject 
postures, the students are less likely to be at ease, take risks, think and reflect critically, 
be imaginative and innovative, or communicate effectively. 
It should be acknowledged, however, that measures taken to redress the power imbalance in 
crits have their limits. Indeed, it might be argued that what would actually change if Ilozor's 
democratised crit was adopted would be the perceived power imbalance. While this would 
benefit students by freeing them from the fear and apprehension that may prevent them from 
exercising their creativity fully in their design endeavours and allow them to be more relaxed 
and, thus, more open to learning during critique, the actual power imbalance would remain. This 
argument rests upon the assertion that, unless summative assessment is removed altogether 
from the crit, assessors would still pass judgement and they would still award grades. Even the 
simple measure of ensuring that a student's teacher is absent from review may be problematic 
because, although this would avoid the disorientation a student might feel when their teacher 
switches role to assessor and critic, the removal of the teacher also takes away the reassurance 
of a familiar face. 
Creativity inhibited by poorly received feedback 
I always say before crits to the members of the panel'students need to know what they 
need to do next; [ ... J that they can't be left with just a negative kind of comment [ ... J 
they have to have a direction at the end of it so that they don't go home from a crit and 
sit in their room for a week and cry (13). 
I've been in crit panels where they have a feeding frenzy like sharks, a feeding frenzy 
on some poor victim that doesn't help anybody. So constructive criticism, honest 
criticism, criticism that identifies not only the flaws but those things which are 
admirable, but that goes beyond that and suggests ways forward for the students. 
There's too many crits I've been in, where students are torn to shreds and not given 
any direction, any way of dealing with it (16). 
Just as good feedback can ameliorate the creative design process, poorly received feedback 
can either hinder or merely contribute little to how students learn to design. As Frederickson 
(1 990) reports, when the 'lines of communication' between critics and students are not clear, 
the pedagogical potential of critique is counteracted. Jones (1996) makes a similar argument 
and is largely critical of the design review as a mechanism for delivering feedback. The blame for 
miscom munication is often placed on the jury and 'their failures to art iculate their grounds for 
crit icism, or their failing to be p roperly constructive in the feedback they give' (Lymer 2010: 48) . 
Several authors have, however, noted that students are also responsible fo r poor communication 
during crits. Frederickson (1990), for example, notes that students may adopt a defensive frame 
of m ind and that they often lack listening ski1ls, and Mitchell ( 1996) suggests that students 
may be reluctant to explain and articulate ideas, subsequently preventing the crit from being 
conducive to learning. The possibility that student abilities can affect the receipt of feedback is 
reflected in the finding that negative attitudes to the crit are reported to be more pronounced 
in fi rst-year students than in later years, suggesting that student s benefit more from the process 
as they over time discover how to learn from the crit (Lymer 2010). Reflecting this, one of the 
stud ent participants of this study explained that: 'we do have a confidence in communication, in 
getting up there and obviously selling our design, because it's developed along the years' (FG7). 
This suggests that students might gain from being taught how to learn from the crit, a skill that 
receives little structured or formal attent ion in design curricula. 
A number of reasons have been identified as leading to poor feedback being given in the crit. 
Anthony (1991), for example, points to the fact that most external panel members have had 
little formal training on how to provide feedback, often relying on the techniques they remember 
from their own studies. She describes 'good' crits as those that combine 
a balance between positive and negative crit icism; they are not lopsided in either 
direction. Also the criticism students receive is specific and construct ive. Jurors 
pinpoint where their designs are strong or weak and what would help improve them 
(Anthony 1991: 32). 
As the crit is a public forum, some panel members may be more concerned with impressing 
their fellow panel members than teaching the students about how to improve their design ski1ls. 
As one of our lecturer participants described: 
[ t Jhe interesting th ing with panels is that when people get invited to go on panels they 
see it [ . .. ] as an opportunity to grandstand their own views. And that's not what the 
assessment's about. It's not about the person on the panel. It's about the person who's 
p resenting (110). 
Another problem identified by Blair (2006: 90) is that teachers will often become t ired at the 
end of a long crit and the quality of the feedback may, as a consequence, decline. Indeed, it is not 
uncommon to hear reviewer's apologise to students late in the day for a lack of concentration or 
poorly expressed feedback. O f course, if the quality of feedback is so clearly affected by tiredness, 
then so might be the quality of evaluation if it is occurring at the same t ime. Indeed, parallel 
evaluation and feedback is quite normal, with reviewers often being asked to record marks 'as 
they go along: The obvious solutions to inconsistency of assessment occurring throughout the 
crit is to divorce evaluation from the crit, or to set aside a moderation period. 
A common criticism of crit feedback from students, as expressed below by two students who 
participated in the current study, is that the advice given within the crit can be conflicting, or 
that it can conflict with the feedback given in tutorials. 
Sometimes it's very confusing, especially when you get different people having very 
different opinions. Then you don't really know which way to go about it, because you 
might have someone that likes circles and someone that likes squares, so it becomes 
very confusing (FG2) . 
Ir's hard when people have conflicting opinions, because it's like 'well should I go with 
it or not?' So( ... ] it can sort of either make or break your confidence in a way (FG2). 
Part of the problem is, as identified by Blair (2006: 84 ), that 'students are expected to learn to 
self monitor and self-navigate their own pathway through this "sea of opinion"'. Lymer (2010) 
suggests that one way to lessen the unpredictability of the critique and help students p repare 
and respond to the crit is to use assessment criteria. Similarly, Jones ( 1996: 136) points out: 
a standardised crit sheet has some advantages on the day because it creates a 
framework around which the crit can be conducted. As a result it is often seen as a 
way in which irregularities between crits can be ironed out. 
Ilgaz (2009: 79) suggests that well- defined criteria framing the expectations and learning 
object ives are an important aspect of the 'ideal jury; and that these criteria should be explained 
to the j urors before the crit. In line with this, one of the study par ticipants described a highly 
structured use of assessment criteria fo r feedback and assessment: 
( e J very member of the panel has a rubric they'll circle ( ... J and then they'll write 
comments in each of the areas [ . .. J each of the assessment criteria are given a weighting, 
and the tutor gives a mark in that weighting [ ... J And then we have a discussion as a 
panel at the end of the day [ . .. J if there are any major variations between them [ ... J 
it is discussed as a group, and we come to a [moderation J arrangement . And then 
students will get back the rubric[ .•. with] comments from the tutors (13). 
This particular use of assessment criteria seems to strike a difficult balance between, on the 
one hand, p roviding a clear and consistent response and, on the other, allowing students to 
learn from some of the vagaries of'reality' where fairness is not guaranteed. At the core of this 
difficulty is the question of whether a design process/ product can ever be completely known 
and thus be objectively assessed because even the most apparently quantitative rubric will 
contain its own assumptions. Moreover, it might be argued that some of these assumptions 
may be so embedded in the received expect ations of architectural orthodoxy that they further 
entrench prejudices. 
According to \:ikis and \:ila (2009), since rhe domain of design requires creative thinking more 
than other cognitive abilities, the criteria used in crit assessment have often been ambiguous. 
This ambiguity can be partly intentional because, while specific assessment criteria can help 
overcome inconsistency or subjectivity, strictly defined pedagogic objectives are seen by many 
design teachers to inhibit creativity. In other words, when there is overreliance on criteria, they 
act as a regulatory device that can normalise teaching, learning and creativity. This normalisation 
of creativity is often referred to as the 'tick-box' mentality in students and refers to a tendency 
in such an assessment environment to merely fulfil stated criteria. It is argued that design 
assessment should not be overly prescriptive, but should allow for' idiosyncrasy, divergence and 
uniqueness' (\:ikis & \:ila 2009: 2106). One of the academics who participated in the research 
discussed this dilemma, stating that: 
(in the past] there was no framework around assessment to assist in the regime of 
being very clear what is the purpose of the project, and what is the structure of the 
assessment going to be [ ... now] everyone is hopefully closer to an understanding 
about what we're wanting to achieve. Which is a very positive thing, because there 
could be some very ugly experiences [ ... ] you put it up there and it's open season. And 
that was very traumatic. Bur there are arguments that we (have] set up a regime that 
is so well articulated in the assessment systems ( ... ] that there's actually no room 
[ ... ] for that tough space [ ... J because out in the real world [ ... ] clients aren't going 
to be coming with an assessment criteria sheet. And so there is this dilemma over the 
pitfalls of both those extremes. And maybe some blend is useful (18). 
Assessors usually regard an activity char is measured as noteworthy (Rayment 2007), meaning 
that immeasurable activities are either disregarded or, in order to be able to quantify them, are 
superficially represented in assessment criteria (\:ikis & \:ila 2009). Thus, it is not uncommon 
to see the immeasurable activity of creativity given a value in criteria-based rubrics under terms 
such as 'creativity; 'imagination' or 'innovation'. At one institution taking part in this study, the 
mystique surrounding the activity of creativity is reflected in its representation in the rubric 
by the term 'magic' and, at another institution, by a 'smile-to-grimace ratio'. Lindstrom (2006) 
suggests another possibility, namely: that well-designed criterion-referenced assessment can 
highlight the processual dimensions of creative work by reinforcing the notion that process is 
as important as the product, where process is synonymous with the activity of design creativity. 
Frederickson ( 1990) goes further, suggesting that it may be evaluation, rather than assessment 
criteria, that leads the crit to inhibit creativity because, when the crit is used for evaluation, 
students can be discouraged from creative experiment by being forced to 'play it safe'. Thus, 
when the crit is used to evaluate students, it can be seen to perpetuate a focus on product over 
process when design education should aim to teach not what to design but rather how to design. 
As one of the participating academics explained: 
the final product is just evidence of what has occurred in that 13 weeks. And so I 
think the product is kind of a by-product of what we're really kind of trying to assess, 
which is how they arrive at it, and I think that the crit panel is meant more as a kind of 
unravelling of what you're looking at, rather than necessarily an evaluation of it (13). 
Thus, if process is made more important in assessment then there may be less fear amongst 
students about the evaluation and criticism of their design product. Moreover, teachers may 
in such circumstances be more able to impart a method of proceeding through a project that is 
robust and adaptable enough to ensure that a student can apply it to different design problems 
and situations. 
Supporting best practice in the crit 
There is a common theme running through the challenges associated with crit panel review, 
namely the need to ensure clarity about the purpose and role of crits in relation to assessment 
boundaries. More specific responses to the various challenges discussed above are summarised 
in Table 8.2. 
These more specific responses to the various challenges draw attention towards the key 
assessment support tools and enablers that may be used in relation to crit panel review. In 
the assessment model discussed previously in this volume, it was identified that crit panels 
Table 8.2: Responses to challenges 
Challenge 




Students must be clearly informed of the assessment purpose of each crit so that they 
understand the boundaries between evaluation and feedback. It is suggested that crits provide 
better learning opportunities when they are interim, so that feedback is directly acted upon. 
If evaluation is removed from the interim crit, the jury is more able to teach students how to 
be critical, to question existing conventions, to experiment, and to explore their design ideas 
[Hassanpour et al. 201 OJ. However, a problem with removing evaluation from the crit is that 
students may not take it seriously or will find little motivation to participate: while more senior 
students seem to be intrinsically motivated by crits, novice students (particularly the weaker 
ones] strategically concentrate their energies only on parts of the course explicitly worth 
marks. A consequence of non-assessed crits might therefore be that the intrinsically motivated 
students get stronger, while the weaker fall even further behind. To counter such problems, 
assessment strategies such as hurdle requirements might be used. Moreover, alternatives to 
the crit might be considered for end-of-project evaluation. Where the end-of-project crit can 
be clearly acted upon in the next project/semester/year of the course, then it still is viable, 
though the feedback outcome needs to be made clear. 
Transparent moderation processes are necessary to assure that assessment is valid, fair 
and reliable and that marking criteria have been applied consistently. As well as improving 
reliability, transparent moderation that is communicated to students increases student 
confidence in assessment [Partington 1994) and gives teachers confidence in dealing with 
marking disputes [Ecclestone & Swann 1999). Moderation requires groups of markers looking 
at a cross-sample of work to verify parity of marking across marking teams. Moderators might 
look at a ten percent sample focusing on the pass/ fail and upper grade work. Moderation 
does not involve re-marking: it is a process of verification. In addition, the adoption of explicit 
marking criteria, rubrics and taxonomies describing categories of achievement can be adopted 
to counter assessor subjectivity. However, teachers should be careful not to embed prejudices 
and culturally-specific assumptions in rubrics and marking criteria. 
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Table 8.2: Responses to challenges (continued) 
Challenge Response 
Oral communication and 
receipt of feedback 
Students must understand that the crit is not just a foru m for evaluation and feedback, but that 
the verbal exchange between assessor and student that tests and advances a design is in itself 
a creative process. Assessment process should be democratised to shift the power balance 
in the crit in support of creativity: that 1s. crits should be facilitated so that students are more 
likely to be at ease, take risks, think and reflect critically, be imaginative and innovative, and 
communicate effectively. Students might gain from being taught how to learn from the crit. Crit 
feedback should aim to achieve a balance between positive and negative criticism. and it should 
be specific and constructive. Specifying assessment criteria can lessen the unpredictability of 
critique and help students to prepare for and respond to crits. Hassanpour et al. (201 OJ list six 
steps of a good cr it ique, which relate to communication issues: 
Anonymity and prejudice 
Student engagement 
• listening [to the student's verbal description) and seeing [the drawings and models): 
• description, where the critic reflects back to the student a verbal account of how the critic 
interprets the design: 
• analysis, where connections are elucidated between the design and its larger cultural, 
social and environmental context: 
• interpretation, explaining the meaning of the design based upon the critic's own bel iefs, 
culture, and values. The interpretation may include the critic 's emotional or intuitive 
response to the work: 
• guidance, where suggestions are offered for future design decisions; 
• evaluation, which is a summary placing the work ·1n the experience of the critic to reveal the 
value or worth of a student's design, and help others form an opinion. 
Assessors could benefit from training in self-awareness around issues of imp licit prejudice. 
School-wide leadership should examine gender and racial imbalances and develop means of 
encouraging the participation of minority faculty, jurors and students. Schools should 'enable 
students to see women assert authority, and be placed in roles of power. on design jur ies, in 
studios, and in decision-making positions in the department' [Ahrentzen & Anthony 1993: 18). 
Engagement is increased when the crit panels are interim as the feedback in these 
circumstances is directly formative. Student-centred learning and engagement is also 
achieved by emphasising process over product. and by reducing the homogeneous power of 
the architectural critics by inviting more stakeholders and involving students more directly in 
reviewing each other's work. 
primarily use the assessment support tools of criteria, rubrics and moderation and the enablers 
of expert panels, external assessors and peer-assessment. In Table 8.3 we have summarised how 
these particular assessment support tools and enablers, when used for the purpose of crit panel 
review, may support quality assessment. 
Conclusion 
The crit panel serves a dual role in the assessment of creativity: first, it is used to evaluate a 
student's design and creative design processes by rigorous testing using oral examination; and, 
second, it is a chief means of giving students design feedback, But the crit is not just a forum for 
evaluation and feedback; the verbal exchanges between teacher and student that elucidate and 











Equal and reliable assessment in crit panels can be ensured through the use of expert panels 
{including external assessors) and through the use of assessment criteria, rubrics and 
transparent moderation processes that are explained to students and all panel members. 
When possible, criteria should reflect the broad aspirations of crit panel review to support the 
learning of design process [over a focus on product). The use of panels consisting of members 
from diverse backgrounds can counter effects of the assessors' bias. 
Accountable and valid assessment of crits will rely on the use of expert panels [including 
external assessors) and through the use of assessment criteria, rubrics and transparent 
moderation processes that are explained to all students and all panel members. Creativity 
can be acknowledged and encouraged through the use of criteria that focus on process over 
product. 
The repeatability of crit panels depends on the transparent use of assessment criteria, rubrics 
and moderation. The use of criteria provides a framework around which the crit can be 
conducted, and can make less conspicuous irregularities between crits. Sustainability will also 
be supported by the use of expert panels [including external assessors). The use of targeted 
and structured peer- and self-assessment will promote a dialogue-between the student and 
her/his peers, between the student and the situation, or within the self-that is conducive 
for long-term learning. Deeper or more life-long learning can be achieved by adopting more 
student-centred forms of review. 
advance design can be understood as a creative process in itself. In other words, the crit plays an 
important role in teaching the students how to design. As Schon (1983) has shown, there is an 
intricate relationship between verbal design communication, the practice of designing, and the 
designs thus produced. Therefore, it is often through the process of collaborative design, which 
takes place in crits, that the teacher can make the most informed evaluation of a student's design 
abilities. 
It may be undesirable to divorce evaluation from the crit panel entirely, though we maintain 
that many of the difficulties that students and teachers have with the crit are due to its dual role. 
More precisely, confusion about the crit stems from a lack of distinction between summative 
and formative assessment. In order to delineate this boundary, the purposes of the crit and its 
relationship to assessment and learning outcomes needs to be clarified according to its precise 
andragogical purpose and context. Thus, it should be recognised that the end-of-project crit is 
an excellent evaluation tool but is teacher-centred and, as such, a poor forum for learning. In 
contrast, the interim crit, which focuses on process over product, can be student-centred and, 
as a result, facilitate learning, encourage creativity and increase engagement. The interim crit 
panel can be seen to be more student-centred when it is purely formative, that is, when it is 
divorced from evaluation. We have illustrated in this chapter that design teachers worldwide 
have responded to the educational limitations of the crit by devising models that clarify its 
assessment boundaries to offer more student-centred learning opportunities. Thus, although 
the crit has long been criticised as educationally fl.awed, it can remain the backbone of design 
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assessment if teachers are as innovative in its use as they wish their student to be in their 
design efforts. The problem does not exclusively rest upon the crit in itself but rather upon 
the uncritical use of crit panels as the primary mechanism for student/ project evaluation. A 
sense of criticality should accompany the usage of the crit for assessment, and it should be 
accompanied by critical analysis of the constituents of a crit panel (timing, people, the specific 
project-based purpose) so that it can be a transparent, equitable and productive arena for 
students learning how to design. 
